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CONTINGENCY CONTRACTING WITH DELINQUENTS:
EFFECTS OF A BRIEF TRAINING MANUAL ON STAFF
CONTRACT NEGOTIATION AND WRITING SKILLS

STEVEN J. WELCH AND STEPHEN W. HOLBORN
UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA

A brief training manual was developed for the purpose of teaching child-care workers to contingency
contract with delinquent youths living in residential care facilities. The manual was designed to
require minimal supplementary training by a professional. In Experiment 1 a multiple baseline
design was used to assess the effect of the manual on 4 child-care workers' contract negotiation
and writing behaviors. Experiment 2 consisted of four A-B systematic replications. Behaviors were
assessed within the context of analogue training simulations and generalization tests with delinquent
youths. Results from the analogue simulations indicated that the manual was successful in increasing
both types of behaviors to a level of proficiency that equaled or surpassed that of behaviorally
trained graduate students, and results from the generalization tests indicated that the child-care
workers were able to apply their newly acquired contracting skills with delinquent youths. Procedural
reliability varied across child-care workers, but was usually high.
DESCRIPTORS: delinquents, child-care workers, contingency contracting, contract training

manual, standardization, procedural reliability

A contingency contract is a written and signed
agreement between two parties that specifies be-
havioral requirements and the consequences for their
fulfillment (e.g., DeRisi & Butz, 1975). Contract-
ing has been used as a treatment strategy for a
number of clinical problems such as communication
in distressed couples (e.g., Stuart, 1980), manage-
ment ofpsychiatric patients (e.g., Bergman, 1975),
weight control (e.g., Mann, 1972), smoking (e.g.,
Winett, 1973), drinking (e.g., Gotestam & Bates,
1979), drug abuse (e.g., Boudin, 1972), and school-
related behavior problems (e.g., Homme, 1971).

In addition, contracting has been used exten-
sively in the treatment of adolescents deemed "de-
linquent" or "incorrigible." Numerous uncon-
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trolled case studies suggest that contracting is an
effective way of managing the various behavior
problems typical of such youths (e.g., Blechman,
Olson, Schornagel, Halsdorf, & Turner, 1976).
More importantly, a considerable amount of con-
trolled research demonstrates the effectiveness of
contracting in modifying the problem behaviors of
adolescents compared to more traditional therapies,
attention placebo controls, and no treatment con-
trols (e.g., Alexander & Parsons, 1973; Walter &
Gilmore, 1973). However, two less supportive
findings also exist. Jesness (1976) found contract-
ing and transactional analysis to be equally effective,
and Weathers and Liberman (1975) obtained many
dropouts and minimal behavior change.

This variability in outcome may be related to
unquantified variation in the contingency contract-
ing procedure. In general, research on contracting
cannot be called technological in the sense that the
term is used by Baer, Wolf, and Risley (1968).
That is, investigators have not described their con-
tracting procedures with sufficient precision to allow
direct replication by other researchers. Although
some articles provide guidelines for the contents of
the contract and stress that contracts should be
negotiated, they provide no operationalized pro-
cedure for the negotiation process. Consequently,
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it is likely that the contracting procedures reported
in the literature differ from one another to an un-
known degree. Although there is some evidence to
suggest that contract content per se may not be
highly related to outcome (Stuart & Lott, 1972),
this is not the case with the negotiation aspect of
contracting, which is thought to be important to
successful outcome (e.g., Blechman, 1974; DeRisi
& Butz, 1975).

This problem is further complicated by the fact
that individual therapists may have deviated from
protocol to an unknown degree. The independent
variable (contingency contracting) may not have
been presented to the youths in the manner in which
it was described (albeit nontechnologically). Indeed,
Stuart and Lott (1972) found that their therapists
were somewhat idiosyncratic in the manner in which
they used contracting, and for this reason Stuart
and his colleagues (Jayaratne, Stuart, & Tripodi,
1974) recommended that investigators adopt stan-
dardized contracting procedures. However, even if
standardized procedures were adopted, there would
be no way ofknowing the extent to which therapists
conformed to these procedures unless procedural
(i.e., independent variable) reliability checks were
conducted. Several recent articles emphasize the
necessity for procedural reliability checks to ensure
the integrity of the independent variable (e.g., Bil-
lingsley, White, & Munson, 1980; Peterson, Ho-
mer, & Wonderlich, 1982). Thus, it is apparent
that the creation of a standardized contingency con-
tracting procedure that could be subjected to reli-
ability tests when applied would facilitate the in-
terpretation of future research results.

Although reasonably technological descriptions
ofstandardized procedures designed to teach youths
and their parents to negotiate and write contracts
exist (e.g., Blechman, 1974), none exist for training
child-care staff to use contracting with delinquents
living in residential care settings even though the
procedure is well suited to and often used in such
settings (e.g., Allison, Kendall, & Sloane, 1979).
For this reason, a procedure for training child-care
staff to use contracting with delinquent youths was
developed and then assessed. The procedure has a
number of desirable features. It has a standardized

format in which specific staff negotiation behaviors
are written on a flowchart kept by staff members,
and behaviors involved in contract writing are cued
by written headings on a fill-in-the-blanks style
standard contract form. This standardization should
facilitate both adherence to protocol and assessment
of procedural reliability. It also eliminates the need
for memorization of the procedure, which should
increase acceptability to staff. After the contract has
been negotiated and written, staff members com-
plete a checklist of the behaviors involved in con-
tract negotiation and writing. If a behavior has been
omitted, the checklist prompts the staff member
to perform the behavior before ending the session.
Thus the procedure contains a self-monitoring and
self-correction component. The entire procedure is
presented to staff as a brief manual that can be
read quickly and that requires minimal supple-
mental input from a professional. Because staff
members keep the manual, they may refer to it at
any time and may use examples provided in the
manual as models for their own contracts. Finally,
the procedure was designed so that a child-care staff
member learns to perform certain negotiation be-
haviors that in turn serve to prompt the youth to
do the same. The youth is not subjected to a period
of formal (and perhaps tedious) training before
beginning an actual contracting session; he or she
can contract with a staff member as soon as the
staff member has read the manual.

EXPERIMENT 1: MANUAL PLUS
MINIMAL FEEDBACK

METHOD

Subjects and Setting
Subjects were 4 staff members of a residential

treatment facility for emotionally and behaviorally
disturbed boys and girls, 11 to 15 years of age,
who were placed as a result of "status offenses"
(e.g., truancy, violation of alcoholic beverage con-
trol regulations) or felonies. All subjects were em-
ployed as child-care workers (CCWs). They ranged
in age from 26 to 35 years, in education from grade
12 to bachelor's degree, and in experience as CCWs
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from less than 1 year to 9 years. The 4 CCWs
negotiated contingency contracts with 9 youths
who lived in the residence.

Description of the Manual
The manual was designed to be directly relevant

to child-care staffwho work with delinquent youths
in residential care facilities. It was nine double-
spaced typewritten pages in length, excluding fig-
ures and two sample contracts. All relevant steps
in the negotiation process were contained on a flow-
chart to which the CCW referred during negotia-
tion, and the text provided a rationale for the ne-
gotiation steps together with a small amount of
supplementary information. The flowchart is shown
in Figure 1. Most steps were derived from rec-
ommendations made by other researchers.

The remaining pages described how to produce
a written contract by filling in the blanks of a
standard contract provided in the manual. Head-
ings on the standard contract prompt the CCW to
fill in (a) the names of the youth and CCW, (b)
the desired behavior, (c) the reward, (d) a bonus
for performance beyond that required to earn the
reward, (e) the penalty, (f) special conditions that
would necessitate a postponement of the presen-
tation of the reward such as being confined to the
cottage for some independent misbehavior, (g) the
monitoring system to be used, (h) when the contract
begins and when it is to be renegotiated, and (i)
the signatures of the youth and CCW. These head-
ings were derived from recommendations made by
other investigators with the exception of the "spe-
cial conditions" heading which was suggested by
the CCWs. A copy of the manual may be obtained
from the authors.

Procedure for the Assessment of
Contracting Skills

Assessments of each CCW's contracting skills
were conducted in a seminar room that contained
a table, chairs, and video equipment. Each CCW's
contracting skills were assessed during a series of
simulations. During each simulation the CCW sat
at a table opposite the experimenter and was pre-
sented with one of the six typewritten problem

descriptions shown in the Appendix. Each described
the behavior problem of a fictitious youth, indicated
that the CCW was to assume he or she had already
talked to the youth about the problem once before,
and provided baseline data regarding the frequency
of the problem behavior. None of the six problem
descriptions corresponded to either of the two sam-
ple contracts contained in the manual. The paper
containing the problem description also contained
a list of three instructions (described below). Ad-
ditionally, several pieces of lined paper and a pencil
were placed on the table and the CCW was told,
"This is for you in case you want to jot anything
down." The CCW was allowed approximately 5
min to read and think about the problem descrip-
tion while the experimenter focused the video cam-
era. Each CCW participated in one or two simu-
lations per session, one session per working day.
Some simulations functioned as pretests of a CCW's
contracting skills whereas others followed training
and thus functioned as posttests.

Pretest 1. Two different kinds of pretests were
conducted. In Pretest 1 the instructions that fol-
lowed each problem description were: (a) Pretend
that (experimenter's name) is this youth; (b) deal
with this problem as you see fit (i.e., as you would
if this problem were really happening in your cot-
tage); (c) try to limit the interaction to a maximum
of 20 min. If at any time during the simulation
the CCW used the term "reward" or "penalty" or
an analogous term, he or she was immediately given
a list of rewards and penalties (described below)
and was asked to use only items on the list. The
"youth" (i.e., experimenter) responded to the
CCW's verbalization in a standard manner, de-
scribed later.

Pretest 2. In Pretest 2 the instructions that fol-
lowed each problem description were: (a) Pretend
that (experimenter's name) is this youth; (b) use
contingency contracting to deal with this problem
and assume that only the rewards and penalties
listed on the next page are at your disposal; (c) try
to limit the interaction to a maximum of 20 min.
A list of seven rewards and five penalties affordable
and acceptable to residence supervisors was pro-
vided. The "youth" (i.e., experimenter) responded
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STEPS IN NEGOTIATION

SWEP 1: L
(A) ASKt THE YOUTH TO COILETE A REWARD SURVY SCHEDULE.I
(A) CONSULT WITH YOUR SUPERVISORDEDTERE A LTST OF REWARDSYO ICHCAP BE PROVIDED. ALSO LIST PENALTIES UCCEPTLE TO STAFF..
(C) SELECT A DESIRED BEAVIOR MD DEFINIE IT I11 TERNS OF WHAT. MNEI. WHERE. AN HO".
j(D) MONITOR THE SEAVIOR FOR SEVERAL DAYS TO ESTABLISH A BASELINE.

BSTEP A2
(A) MEET WITH THE YOUTH AND DESCRIBE THE DESIRED BEHAVIOR.
(C) EKI TO THE YOUTH E YOU BELIEVE THIS BEHAVIOR WILL BE BENEFICIAL TO HYU DOHER.

(A) ASK P OEYOUTHTO PROINSE A FII M R ORD.
(B) IF THE YON CAN OT THIK (IF A REWARD. SHOW YOUR LIST OF AVAILABLE RNEARS FROM STEP f1(D) AS A POW AN aS Nl 0R HER

TO CUE ONE.

|WITH REFERENCE TO STEP #1(D). IS THE REWARD ACCEPTABLE/AVAILABE ?I

STEP 04:
(A) EXPAIND WNY YOU CANT PROVIDE THE REWARD THAT THE YOUTH PADObSED (E.G.. IT COSTS TOO MDC).
(B) IIAE A COIMTEWRDRPOSAL.
(C) ASKt THE YOUTH TO ACCEPT ORt REAeCT YOUR CDU IITEWRP L. BE SURE TWA THE YOUTH UNDERSTADS THAT HE OR SHE CA REJECT IT

AND "VWOS ANOTHER INISTEAD.

DOES THE YOUTH ACCEPT YOUR COUNTERPROPOSAL?

I HOW PANY TIMES HAVE YOU COMPLETED STEPS 03-M4 ?

ARE YOU WILLING TO REDUCE THE FREQUENCY/AMOUNT OF THE BEHAVIOR THAT
YOU WANT THE YOUTH TO EMIT?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~YE NO

STEP 95:
(A) YOU ARE TEMPORARILY AT AN IMPASSE: POLITELY END THE CURRENT NEGOTIATING SESSION.
(B) HEET WITH YOUR SUPERVISOR MD CONSIDER:

1) REFININ6 THE LIST OF RARDS/PENALTIES YOU MMDE IN STEP 81(1) SO THAT YOU CAN OFFER THE YOUTH A REWARD/PENALTY
MORE SIMILAR TO THE ONE THAT HE ON SHE PROPOSED:

2) REDUCIN6 THE FREOUENCY/AMOUNT OF THE BEHAVIOR THAT YOU WANT THE YOUTH TO EMIT: OR
3) ABANDONING THIS PROBLE BEHAVIOR AND SELECTING A NEW ONE.

I HAVE YOU NEGOTIATED A PENALTY ?

A PEHALTY IN NEGOTIATIONS.
AN ANALOGOUS M R. BEGIN

BEGINNING AT /WRITING

Figure 1. The flowchart of required negotiation behaviors.

to the CCW's verbalization in a standard manner, in contracting skills or to a problem with stimulus
described later. control; the CCWs may have possessed contracting

Pretest 2 was conducted to help determine skills but may have been disindined to use them
whether the low frequency of contracting behaviors when asked to deal with the youth's problem be-
emitted during Pretest 1 was due to a true deficit havior "as you see fit."
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Training. Following the pretest simulations each
CCW was presented with a copy of the training
manual to read. Before the posttest simulations,
CCWs were asked if they had read the manual or

referred to other sources of information about con-

tracting. AU responded "yes" to the former and
"no" to the latter question. Following each posttest

simulation the CCWs sometimes asked for feed-
back regarding the adequacy of their performance.
At these times the experimenter provided a mini-
mal amount of feedback (e.g., "That was good
but you forgot to negotiate a penalty."). Although
feedback was never more than two or three sen-

tences, it may have had some effect on the CCW's
behavior beyond that induced by the manual.

Posttest. During the posttest the instructions
that followed each problem description were the
same as those presented during Pretest 2, and the
same list of seven rewards and five penalties ac-

companied each problem description. The CCWs
used the flowchart ofrequired negotiation behaviors
and the blank standard contract form during each
simulation, and they were allowed to refer to other
sections of the manual, induding the sample con-

tracts, if they wished.
Standard "youth" responses. During pretest

and posttest simulations the "youth" (i.e., the ex-

perimenter) responded to the CCWs' verbalizations
in the following manner: If the CCW proposed a

reward without asking the youth to propose one

first, the youth accepted it. If the CCW asked the
youth to propose a reward, the youth proposed a

reward that was dearly excessive and not on the
list of available rewards presented to the CCW. If
the CCW made a counterproposal, the youth ac-

cepted it. The youth responded in a similar manner
with respect to the penalty. If the CCW asked
questions not specifically prompted by the flowchart
(as generally occurred during Pretests 1 and 2), the
youth simply answered the questions or said, "I
don't know."

Acquisition ofcomparative data. To determine
whether the manual improved CCWs' contracting
skills to a level comparable to those of behavioral
counselors with advanced training, 6 psychology
graduate students were recruited to serve as a com-

parison group. All 6 considered themselves be-

haviorally oriented and had read about contracting,
and 2 had used contracting in work with ado-
lescents. None had read the manual used in this
research. Each student was presented with a dif-
ferent one of the six problem descriptions (see Ap-
pendix), and their contracting skills were assessed
under Pretest 1 conditions. If a student failed to
use contingency contracting under Pretest 1 con-
ditions, he or she was asked to respond to the same
problem description again, this time under Pretest
2 conditions.

Generalization tests. The pretest and posttest
simulations used to assess the effect of the manual
on the CCWs' contracting skills were analogue
situations. Following the posttest simulations 3 of
the 4 CCWs each contracted with several youths.
The 4th CCW went on vacation shortly after the
posttest simulations and was available to contract
with only 1 youth. Contracting sessions took place
in various locations within the residence, most often
in the youths' bedrooms. Most sessions were au-
diotaped.

Scoring procedure. Negotiation and contract
writing behaviors were scored separately. Negoti-
ation behaviors were scored from video or audio-
tape. Scorers noted the occurrence, nonoccurrence,
and in some cases, partial occurrence of required
negotiation behaviors. "Required" behaviors were
those that should have been emitted according to
the flowchart. If a required behavior occurred, a
" 1 " was scored. In the case of some behaviors (e.g.,
the description of the desired behavior), a "½V2" was
scored if the behavior occurred but was qualitatively
poor. If a required behavior did not occur, a "O"
was scored. A maximum of 10 points could be
earned during the negotiation phase of the simu-
lations. The percentage occurrence of required be-
haviors was computed by dividing the number of
points earned by 10 and multiplying by 100. It is
important to note that the behaviors cued by Steps
2, 3, and 4 ofthe flowchart could have been emitted
by CCWs (and graduate students) during the pre-
tests even though the flowchart was unavailable
during pretest simulations.

For generalization tests, the scorer determined
whether a behavior was required (i.e., in consid-
eration of the flowchart and the youth's responses)
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and also whether it occurred. The percentage oc-
currence of required behaviors was computed by
dividing the number of points earned by the num-
ber of points that should have been earned and
multiplying by 100.

For written contracts, a " 1" was scored for each
required textual response that occurred and "0"
was scored for each required response that was
absent. In the case ofsome textual behaviors a "½2"
was scored if the response occurred but was qual-
itatively poor. "Required" textual responses were
those necessary to complete the blank standard
contract form. A maximum of 11 points could be
earned. If no written contract was produced a score
of 0 was assigned. The percentage occurrence of
required behaviors was computed by dividing the
number of points earned by 11 and multiplying
by 100. It is important to note that all textual
responses could have occurred during the pretests
(paper and pen were available) even though the
blank standard contract was unavailable during
pretest simulations. A detailed scoring manual may
be obtained from the authors.

Interscorer reliability. For CCWs, approxi-
mately one third of the tapes of pre-, post-, and
generalization tests were randomly selected and
scored by a second scorer. Percentage agreement
was calculated separately for those behaviors that
the primary scorer scored as "1," "½2," or "0."
Separate coefficients were calculated for negotiation
behaviors and contract writing behaviors. Also, one
third of the tapes of the graduate students were
randomly selected and scored by a second scorer.
All interscorer reliability coefficients were calculated
by dividing the number of agreements by the num-
ber of agreements plus disagreements and multi-
plying by 100. Interscorer reliability assessments
yielded a mean agreement of 99% (range, 83% to
100%).

Experimental Design
A multiple baseline design across CCWs was

used. The problem descriptions used during sim-
ulations (see Appendix) were selected randomly
with two restrictions. First, the initial problem de-
scription was different across CCWs. Second, within

CCWs all problem descriptions were different ex-
cept for the first and the last, which were the same
for comparative purposes.

RESULTS

The effect of the training manual plus minimal
feedback from the experimenter on the contracting
skills of the 4 CCWs is shown in Figure 2. The
CCWs' negotiation behaviors occurred infrequently
during Pretest 1 and writing behaviors did not occur
at all. None of the CCWs attempted to contract
during Pretest 1. Asking the CCWs to try con-
tracting during Pretest 2 had little effect on Mr.
A's behavior but had a noticeable effect on the
other CCWs. It increased the writing behaviors of
Mr. B and Mr. D without affecting their negotiation
behaviors, whereas it markedly increased the ne-
gotiation behaviors of Ms. C but had little effect
on her writing behaviors. Although each of the
CCWs had some of either the required negotiation
or writing behaviors in his or her repertoire before
reading the training manual, none had a significant
amount of both types of behaviors.

Posttest data indicate that the manual plus min-
imal feedback produced consistent increases in the
percentage occurrence of both negotiation and writ-
ing behaviors in all CCWs. In the case of Mr. A,
and to a lesser extent Mr. B, the manual acquired
better stimulus control of writing behaviors than
of negotiation behaviors. Nevertheless, in general
the manual enhanced both the negotiation and writ-
ing behaviors ofCCWs to such an extent that their
performances were clearly improved over pretest
levels. Their performances usually surpassed the
median performances of the graduate students as
well (negotiation median, 64%; writing median,
50%).
The extent to which each CCW's newly acquired

contracting skills generalized from the analogue
simulations to contracting sessions with real youths
also is illustrated in Figure 2. With Youth 1, Mr.
A's negotiation and writing behaviors were com-
parable to his performance during posttest simu-
lations. Many of his negotiation behaviors and some
of his writing behaviors were lost with Youth 2,
possibly because this youth was rather hostile and
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POSTTEST GENERALZATlON
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Writig Behaviors OMd)
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Figure 2. The percentage occurrence of required negotiation and writing behaviors produced by the 4 child-care workers

who participated in Experiment 1. The letters (a-f) along the abscissa each represent the problem descriptions used in a
pretest or posttest simulation (see Appendix). The subscripted letter Y along the abscissa represents a generalization test
with a particular youth. The ordinate indicates the percentage occurrence of required negotiation behaviors and writing
behaviors (the former depicted by open bars and the latter by solid bars). The open arrow on the left hand side of each
CCW's graph indicates the median percentage occurrence of required negotiation behaviors for the 6 graduate students,
and the solid arrow indicates the median for writing behaviors.
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belligerent. Data on negotiation behaviors were un-
available for Youth 3 because Mr. A contracted
with this youth in the experimenter's absence. The
data on contract writing behaviors indicate that they
returned to posttest levels with this youth. The data
for Mr. B and Mr. D show good generalization of
negotiation and writing behaviors, with both being
comparable to their respective posttest perfor-
mances. The negotiation data for Youth 9 were
unavailable for the same reason as with Youth 3.
Ms. C went on vacation following the posttest sim-
ulations. Upon her return she renegotiated a con-
tract originally negotiated with Youth 3 by Mr. A.
This was done in the experimenter's absence; there-
fore only data on contract writing behaviors were
available. Ms. C's performance was excellent and
comparable to her posttest performances.

EXPERIMENT 2:
REVISED MANUAL ALONE

Experiment 2 involved a systematic replication
of Experiment 1. It was conducted in a different
residential care facility with different CCWs and
youths. The purpose of Experiment 2 was to assess

the effectiveness of a revised training manual with-
out experimenter feedback and under conditions
that minimized the possible confounding effect of
practice during posttest simulations on generali-
zation test performance.

METHOD

Subjects and Setting
The CCWs who participated in this phase of the

research worked in a community-based group home
for 8 behaviorally disturbed youths. The group
home served Native Canadian girls 13 to 17 years

of age with moderate behavior problems. The rea-

sons for placement were the same as for the first
residence. All subjects were employed as CCWs.
They ranged in age from 23 to 37 years, in edu-
cation from grade 10 to bachelor's degree, and in
experience as CCWs from 2 to 10 years. The CCWs
negotiated contingency contracts with 4 youths who
lived in the residence.

Description of the Revised Manual
The revised manual was essentially the same as

the earlier version with three exceptions. First, in
an effort to increase the percentage occurrence of
required negotiation and contract writing behaviors,
a checklist was added to the manual with instruc-
tions to the CCW to work through the checklist
just prior to signing the contract and to make any
corrections necessary. Second, the number ofsample
contracts contained in the manual's appendix was
increased from 2 to 13 in an effort to provide model
contracts for the modification of many behavior
problems typical of youths in residential settings.
Third, several minor changes in wording were made
to make the manual clearer, as per feedback re-
ceived from the CCWs who participated in Ex-
periment 1. The revised manual was 15 pages long.

Procedure for the Assessment of
Contracting Skills

Simulations and generalization tests took place
in an office in the group home. Video equipment
was present in the office during simulations and an
audio recorder was present during generalization
tests.

The pretest, posttest, and generalization test scor-
ing procedures forCCW contracting behaviors were
identical to those described in Experiment 1. Ap-
proximately one quarter of the tapes made of each
type of test were randomly selected for scoring by
a second scorer. Reliability coefficients were cal-
culated as in Experiment 1. Mean interscorer reli-
ability was 99% (range, 83% to 100%).

Experimental Design
In Experiment 1, each CCW participated in sev-

eral posttest simulations before participating in a
generalization test. Consequently, it is possible that
the relatively good performance obtained on gen-
eralization tests may have been due in part to the
effect of practice with a variety of problem descrip-
tions during the posttest simulations. To reduce the
potential effect of such practice, Experiment 2 used
a simple A-B replication design. The CCWs who
participated in Experiment 2 received only one sim-
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ulation under each of the Pretest 1, Pretest 2, and
posttest conditions before the generalization test. A
single problem description was used with each
CCW, instead of all six. Each CCW's problem
description was different and did not correspond to
any of the sample contracts in the manual. No
feedback was given to a CCW during the time
between the single posttest and the generalization
test. The CCWs were given the manual after Pretest
2 and were asked to record the number of minutes
they spent reading it prior to the posttest.

REsunS
The effect of the revised training manual upon

the four CCWs is shown in Figure 3. The results
essentially replicated those obtained in Experiment
1. Negotiation behaviors occurred infrequently and
writing behaviors did not occur at all during Pretest
1. No CCW attempted to use contracting during
Pretest 1. The Pretest 2 instructions had little effect
on the behavior of the CCWs, with the exception
of Ms. F whose contract writing behaviors showed
a moderate increase. Ms. F was the only CCW who
attempted to produce a written contract under Pre-
test 2 conditions. The mean number of minutes
spent reading the manual prior to the posttest was
49 (range, 20 to 105).

The percentage occurrence of negotiation and
contract writing behaviors increased markedly dur-
ing the posttest. With Ms. H, a second posttest
was conducted immediately following the first be-
cause her ability to follow the negotiation flowchart
appeared to be impaired by test-related anxiety. A
small prompt to "not worry" appeared to relax
Ms. H, and her performance improved noticeably
during the second posttest. In general, the posttest
performance of all 4 CCWs equaled or surpassed
the median performance of the graduate students
in Experiment 1.

The data for Mr. E and Ms. F showed good
generalization of negotiation and writing behavior,
with both being comparable to their respective post-
test simulation performances. Ms. G's negotiation
behaviors decreased somewhat from posttest levels
with both Youth 13 and Youth 14, probably be-
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Figure 3. The percentage occurrence of required negotia-
tion and writing behaviors produced by the 4 child-care
workers who participated in Experiment 2. The symbols have
the same meaning as in Figure 2. Ms. H was unavailable for
generalization testing because she was transferred to another
residence.
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cause she forgot to use the checklist. Still, they
remained well above pretest levels. Ms. H was not
available for a generalization test because of a trans-
fer to another group home.

DISCUSSION

The training manual increased both the nego-
tiation and contract writing skills of the CCWs to
a level of proficiency that equaled or surpassed that
of behaviorally oriented graduate students. In Ex-
periment 1 the manual plus minimal feedback pro-
duced substantial increases in both negotiation and
writing behaviors in all CCWs. The fact that these
increases occurred during the first posttest simu-
lation with all 4 CCWs, and further increases did
not occur in subsequent simulations, suggests that
the behavior change was almost exdusively due to
the manual rather than to the minimal feedback
that followed each posttest simulation. The results
of Experiment 2 confirmed that the positive change
in CCWs' negotiation and writing behaviors could
be attributed to the manual alone rather than to
feedback or repeated practice during training.

In Experiment 2, the mean time spent studying
the manual was 49 min; this was not supplemented
by any additional training from a professional. Thus,
the manual should appeal to practitioners because
it is both effective and efficient. Professionals re-
sponsible for staff training can rely on the manual
as a primary vehicle for skill acquisition. Of course
periodic observation and feedback should be pro-
vided to facilitate skill maintenance. The manual
also should appeal to researchers because of its
standardized protocol and amenability to proce-
dural reliability assessment.

In most cases contracting was one component of
a multicomponent intervention designed to reduce
absconding from a residence or group home. In
other cases contracting was used as the sole inter-
vention to treat problems such as truancy and
aggression. In the latter case CCWs found it dif-
ficult to perform interobserver reliability checks;
therefore youth behavior change data were not pre-
sented. However, consumer satisfaction data are

available. Three of the 4 CCWs who participated
in Experiment 2 (Ms. H was transferred to a new
residence) completed a consumer satisfaction ques-
tionnaire. A 4th CCW (Ms. H's replacement)
who did not participate in Experiment 2 but who
later read the manual and negotiated several con-
tracts also completed the questionnaire. Seven ques-
tions concerned satisfaction with contracting as a
treatment technique, utility of the manual, likeli-
hood of continued use of contracting, and likeli-
hood of recommending that new staff members
read the manual. For each question, response op-
tions ranged from 1 to 7 (1 = completely dissat-
isfied; 7 = completely satisfied). This method of
assessing consumer satisfaction is analogous to the
method used by Achievement Place group homes
(Phillips, Phillips, Fixsen, & Wolf, 1974). The
mean consumer satisfaction rating was 6.2 (range,
5 to 7), indicating that the manual, in addition to
being effective and efficient, possesses considerable
social validity.
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APPENDIX

Problem Descriptions Used During
Simulations

a. Three weeks ago John began to attend public
school. The first week went fine. At the end of the

second week his teacher telephoned you to report
that John had skipped five classes that week. You
spoke to John about this. He said he skipped the
classes because he hates math and English. He said
he spent those dasses sitting in a bus shelter talking
to friends who also had skipped the classes. At the
end of your talk with John, he agreed not to miss
any more classes. However, you just found out from
John's teacher that he skipped three classes this
past week.

b. Bill is continually getting into fights with the
other kids in the cottage. Any time another youth
does or says something Bill does not like, he punch-
es that person. You have observed that the other
kids do not seem to go out of their way to antag-
onize Bill. He just has a short temper. In addition,
the other kids are afraid of him and Bill appears
to enjoy the "respect" that comes with being tough.
You have had numerous talks with Bill to explore
the reasons for his aggressiveness but nothing much
has come out of them. Bill has had four fights in
the last 7 days.

c. One of Ralph's major problems is his ap-
pearance. He is 16 years old but he has not learned
to groom himself properly. He rarely washes or
showers and consequently his face and hands always
look dirty. Similarly, he rarely brushes his teeth
and each year he gets many cavities. In addition,
his shirttail is always out of his pants, his zipper
on his pants is frequently undone, and the laces on
his sneakers are seldom tied. You have spoken to
Ralph about his appearance many times. Each time
he tells you he "forgot" to shower, etc. You ob-
served Ralph after breakfast and lunch each day
for 7 days and you noticed he had showered 0
times, had brushed his teeth 0 times, had his shirt-
tail out 9 times, had his zipper down 6 times, and
had his laces untied 10 times.

d. Frank has been doing poorly in math this
year and he is in danger of failing the course. His
teacher believes Frank could pass if he did some
extra work. Consequently, the teacher gave Frank
10 math questions to do as homework each night
for 6 nights. The problem is that on 4 days he
answered only three questions and on 2 days he
answered none. Frank says the questions are too
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hard and that he does not know how to do them.
The teacher does not believe this because the few
questions Frank does attempt he usually answers
correctly. The teacher is aware that you get on well
with Frank and so she has asked you to "do some-
thing" to get Frank to do his homework at night
so he won't fail the course. You spoke with Frank
about the problem several days ago but he still
isn't doing the homework.

e. Fred has a problem with his manners. When
Fred wants to speak to a staff member or another
youth, he simply walks up to the person and starts
talking, regardless ofwhat the other person is doing.
Staff find this annoying because Fred frequently
starts talking to them when they are in the middle
of a conversation with someone else. Also, during
group meetings, Fred often will talk loudly to
another youth while someone else in the group is
trying to discuss something. In general, Fred never
waits for an appropriate time to begin talking and
he never says "excuse me" before he interrupts.
On several occasions you asked Fred not to interrupt
other people's conversations, or at least say "excuse

me" before interrupting. Your talks have not had
much effect. In the last 2 days Fred has interrupted
staff members 16 times. During the last two group
meetings, Fred interrupted five and six times re-
spectively.

f. The youths in your cottage are supposed to
attend a group meeting on Mondays and Thursdays
at 4:00 p.m. after school. Staff feel these meetings
are very useful for resolving routine problems which
arise in the cottage. Dave hates these group meet-
ings because sometimes staff confront him with a
problem behavior and he does not like being "put
on the spot." He daims he would rather watch
TV or play cards during this time. Dave is very
good at finding excuses for missing these meetings.
Sometimes he has a headache and has to lie down,
or he may have to stay late at public school for a
variety of reasons. When he does attend, he will
not answer any questions except by saying, "I don't
know." You have spent some time discussing this
problem with Dave in the past. After each discus-
sion with you, he attends one or two groups but
then lapses back into his old pattern.
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